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Bcar Sir

The Department of the Interior has completed 1ts review of the Proposed Rolemsalting o
Ecduce Interstais Transport of Fine Particulate Matter ind Ozone. We appreciae the
opportunity to comment on the U5, Envimomental Protsction Agency™s (EFAY Jamury
30, 2004, Frderal Regieter noHos ragarding the proposad Interstate Alr Chuality Ricde

(LAQR).

We gpplavd the EPA for nddrensing emissions of sulfur dionide and nitrogen oxides from
the electric wtility sector in 2 mangner that is flexible snd cost-=ffcient. The reductions in
#ypdssions expected to result from impismeafation of the proposed mile would greetly
beneft the air guality in many units of the Natfonal Park Sysiern and National Wildfe
Refuge System acroas the casiemn ULS. These benefits would belp protest the health of
our $taff and vititors ac wall ac rnprove scenie vistas, reduce acidic deporitiop and o2ome
injury on vegetation, and mitfgete other air polhition-related stresses now facing our
parks and refoges. Our specific comments, which have been coordinaed with the
National Park Service and Flsh and Wildlife Service, arc focuasd on EPA's requests for
inpt on how the proposed LAQR, would intamet with the alrady existing requirsments
under the Regional Heze Regulations (RHR).

On pege 6% FR 4387 EPA requested commeant on “the exweat o which the reductions
schieved by thear mles oould, for states covered by the LAQR, satisfy the first long-lerm
sirategy for regiona] haze, which {x required 1o achfeve reasonable progress wowards the
national visibility poal by 2018." We sxcpect that for many Class [ areas the projectsd
amission redustions expected from this rufe may achieve most, if not all, of the
“presumprive™ Tete of improvemem for the worst 20 pevcem visibility deys as eovisioned
by the FHR. However, since the baseline period for the RHE, doss not and until the end
of 2004, az this Time we are unable 1 precicely projest the degres of iviprovemem that
migh! oceur daring the first planning pariod of the regional haze mile.
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We sbso nole that the regional planning organizations are jusi now undartaking the
question of setting the Friure natural conditiens estimates for the Clees 1 parks and
videmeeses. Unti] they have reached conseasus on an approach, the degree of
improvement needed 1o satisfy the “praqmmptive’ case canpet be known

In mAdition, the propoa=d [AQR, only addresses cmissions fom the electtc generating
units (EGLTs). While EGUS comprise the larges statonary source category for 30z md
NOx emissions naticrw de (#nd in (he sact), the RHE requires the staess 1o address all
sources of visibulity impairing pollutents, Of the 26 soumes types coversd by the best
available retrafir ichaclogy (BART) provisions, *fossil fuel-fired steam clectrie
plams..." is jast ore and the regional planmiog copenizations ate working to idemtify all of
tha subaert of large tndustrial facilitics which sre epecifically subject to BART.

Nevertheless. we recognize that the JAQR"s propased emigsions reductions syearly
exceed the likely regiong! level of reductions, that weould be sehieved under
mplementation of only the regional haze requiremedts For the wility sector. For that
Teasod, With the cavast regarding BART noted below, we suppen a pelicy that allows the
stater and [abes covered by the LTAQH. 1o rely on the rule ns mesting certaim raquirerants
of the RHK. (c.5., comribaiticm toward reasonsble progress for the first planning perind, or
application of BART requirements) at lcast with respect to elecmic utilities. The regional
platning erganizations o in e positon to assess the oveeall impact to visthility at sach
Clhess T area from implemertarion of the LAQR and then suppart the stabss snd Tribes in
eatimating whet sdditlanel measures, if any, ars neaded 1o achieve “reasanakle progoess’
and to address any remaining sourcas subject to BART.

B hether comnliance with TAQR mests BART

Tha EGL's subject t2 the LAQR include e]l units with an outpi equal Lo or greater they 25
megawaits. Emissions from these onits are larger than those sibject o BART, which ix
fesimicisd 10 larger plants, built essentially between 1962 and 1977 (the 15-year period
before the BART requirement was placad in the Clesn Air Ast). Magy SRSLETH parwer
plants fall ounsicle the BART window. It is clear that achieving modem emissions
contyl requirernents at at] of the sources affectsd by the LAQR. would exceed the
emissions reductings likely fora controlling only the BART souress. The degerie gf
contro] that might be achieved from those nits will not be known il the regicnal
planning organizations and Sutes and Tribes complete thoir work, Nonetheless, we
expect that visibulity across the Ease would fikely e more mmproved, on sversge, under
the TAQR than the RMR tlwough 201E,

The JAQR iz Jikely to be implemented through an emissions wading progeam, which
wllpas for some soyrcas (including BART mits) to buy a|lowances rather thap control,
Such & markel-based syster lowers the costs of meeting 2 regional emissions mrge, but
becanse a nearby BART source might choose to purchase allowances insteed of fnsalling
pellution conmel aquipment, 2 specific Class [ arex may not receive equivalent air quelity
benefit ay it would under the RHR, whils another Class Tarcs may receive a gr=alar
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'benefit. Uinder the provisions of visibility protaction rules in CER section 51.202,
Fuderal land managers (FLMs) may, & any time, “certify™ that wisibility impaimentin 2
Ciass I area 13 “reasonably attributable” o an existing soures. Such cevrifieatinn would
trigger w source-specific BART amalysis. The possibility that a soures might make
decigions consistent with a regional trading program but femain volnersble to a
subsequent FLM cartificatiom will lifaly ouble wilitcs.

This is exactly the samc fssue that faced the Western Regional Air Partacrship (WRAD
when 1t negotated 2 merket approach for sulfar dioxide emisdons redustions from
stationary sources under the special western provisions of the RHR,. The WRAP .
recognized the tension berween two legitimme mterests; creating an efficient market and
Ensuring that visibility is improved n all Class [ areas, Under the Jandmark comsensus
appioach we helped forge within the WRAFP, the FLMs yvokmirered 1o iimit future
certifications, :

The FLMs maimtained the sbility to certify irapairment from a BART source, but agra=d
not o exercise this oprion if: (1) the level of pollution yelated to the macket pollotam s
decrcasing over ime; {2) there were no BAR T-eligible sources within 150 klomsters
frem the Clase ] area thar have stagnom of increasing pollution {since the market will
address “regional” emissjons through decroasing cans); and {3) the sowrce alieady has
reasomable emissions controls for the marke: palhniant. Inaddition, the FLAs agreed to
supply informetion ¢m Class I areas most ai risk, i.e., those where certain BART soumes
may be conmibuting & signific:r mnoum to vizgbility depradation ata Class 7 are That
information would be supplied 1o the states in time for stakcholders to “adjus™ the
mackel reductions if necessary 10 avoid a futvre certification.

Finally, it was agrecd that the market, when completed in 201 8, would satisfy the BART
requirement for affected soutces for sulfur dioxlde. In the case of the WRAP, this
approach 1 BART will be accomplished through 2 memomadum of understanding
betwmen the FLMs 20e ceriain westara stiates and by provisions for the public disclosurs
af air quality assessment Inforroiion included in the state implementstion plegs,

We highly encourage EFA 1o comsider g similar appronch 10 BART under the TAQR.
Given the |large amount of emissions reductions acticipated under the TAQR. it is unlikely
thai apy future “vart ficati ons™ would take place. Heweyer, sitmilar provisions o the mes
used by the WEAF would provide some assuranee that al] Class I areas in the Bast would
still beaefit should the LAQR market resuit m an upusal geographic distribution of the
spplication of eypssions copurol technology.  This apprmoach also minimizes uncertainty
for sources aed eliminates any “doyble sontrol” problem that might result fram,
identifyirg specific BART sources after the LAQR. market is implemented.

Another bene fit to eddressing the crteria for specific RART certificarions within the
implementation parameters of the IAQR market is that BGU aperators know tha at the
final complianes date of the LAQR, BART is fully satitfied for EGY gulfur dioxide and
mitrogen oxide emissions in the state. We are willing to assist EPA ig developing
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FPPropriate eriteria for the sulfur dioxide and nitrogen otides emissions rarkers under
the LAQR

EPA should caplore expansion of the [AQR concept to the remainder of the Tower 48
staics to provede more certainty with respect (o EGL cootpol roquirernents under the
RHE,. Thiz would afford the game leve] of certainity to all natiopal oility operators in
addressing BART and their comtritbation to reascnable progress. TEEPA adopts the
WEAF coterda for BART cemification as describod above, there could be seamless
integradon with the cwwrem RHR state oplementation plans aleeady subgpjned, For
silfir divdde emissions caps, zhould the TAQR be cxpanded. we recommend that EPA
hogor the Jiinfts esablished for the Tve sixtes that have already sdopted staie plans upder
the RHE. provisions for the Grand Canyon Vigihility Tmnsport Commission. We also
recommend EFA investipate the possibility of separate wwading zones for the East and
West, similar to the approach incorporsted into the peading Claar Skies legisiation. This
wiuld limir (he peasibility that sulfiur dicxide aod nitogen oxides allownaces generatad
m the cmissions-rich East might be transferred 1o the mikch cleaner West, At the very
least, the EP A should assecs the impacts to all Class I aress ynder & national or regional
treding scharne and shere their sults as part of its sopplemental notice regarding the
posiible mipansion of the LACQR.

inea ™ X g

EFA should slso consider whether the ritvogrn oxides emissions caps mnder the TAGR
could antily the pending requirement for EPA 0 addrasy short-term nigogen dioxide
incemmits. The EPA hax dizeretion under saction 165 of e Clean Air Act 1 adopt
nitrogen-related measures other than increments. The implemantition of incrensan
tracking has been fraught with advoinistrative bndens on states, soirees and the FTMs.
While this ought to be expiored for the entire antion and for short- and long- term NOx
tnerernents, i parficular FPA should axplore osing a western mtropen o¥tides cap on
EGU=x as a means of reclaiming increrient in the areas of tha noral West thet have seen
coptowed emission growth in nitrogen oxides since the Tate 19705, The wility cmisaions
comPTise a major partion of the stationary sowrce inventory, parteularly in rura) areas,
Substantia! reductions in their amisgdons could address westery regional increascs that
might otherwise be controlled by the, ny y=t, wnimplanentad increment. [ an appropiae
wiestarm cap could satisfy the inerement requiramant, than fuhme seuree permirting would
mect the increfaet by staying withyn the cap mits. A mnajor new source would then
only have 1o assess s impacts of identifed gir quality related vaiues for aoy affected
Clasy ] ares and assays its contrel seehnology seloction helping 1o simplify the permiting

We recommend thar FPA, in ita supplementa] natice, offer approdchay thet would allow
stationaty spurees other than slectric yrilines to opt into the Tradmg arrang=iments that
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might be established under TAGR. Waile this could bemefiz sl] sowces it would b &f
particular impertayce to the other 25 saras categorics potantally subject b BART. For
instanes, 3 BART-eligible source mighe find it casier to obtain emission reducting g
efgde: be required under BART by purchesing them from other Jources, ang withow
hirgiering reasonable progress woward regional haze reduction. Surh approaches would
redies administrative burden, sod trasaction cons associated with SIF planning and
imptove the cost-effectivansss of emission comtrol in gener]. '

Finally, the WRAF is now cxplarg e conseusug gpproach to recommending any
expensicn of the LAQR. We enconrege EPA 10 work closcly with the WRAP, Bheuld
the WRAP be siecessfinl iz making specific recommendations on the key points of cap
leveis, trading regions, BART equivalency, end source PATIILINgG requiterments, we hope
that EPA wil! camsider those recommendations im developing the natiomal program_
Again, we eppreciate the opportnity to comment on he nmoposed TAQE. Wa belisve it
will rezuly in sweeping regional improvements in zir quality for raany park and wildlife
refuge units. We look formard 1o working with EPA in the nesr fature, I you have Any
questious pieAse comtact Bruce Polkowsky (303) S57-6%934, or Chiis Shaver (3037 989-
2074,

Sincere]y,

Director, Offies of Emn:nrmg

-~ .
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“ “ilbc R. Tavior

Policy aod Complianes



